Rev 11.1-2 refers to the destruction of the temple in 70 CE. The measuring of the temple area does not signify that it will be protected, as is commonly thought, but symbolises that it falls under God's judgment. The underlying idea is that the destruction of the temple at the hands of the Gentiles has been possible only because it was preceded by God's judgment, a notion also found in contemporary apocalyptic literature. John argues that God has given the Gentiles the authority to 'trample the holy city', including the temple, for a limited period of time.
nonetheless not to have been taken fully into account. The present article seeks to shed some light on these. It will argue that Rev 11.1-2 refers to the destruction of the temple in 70 ce and that the author tries to explain to his audience that the Gentiles have not overcome, but that God is still in control.
A first point that needs to be discussed has to do with the nature of the temple that is mentioned. Is it located in heaven or is it the earthly temple of Jerusalem? Or should it perhaps be understood as a symbol for the people of God? This last possibility is sometimes adopted by interpreters, but is unable to explain the precise function of the altar, the worshipers and the holy city. Regularly, all of these are taken as metaphors of the people of God, but this does not adequately explain the abundance of images. 3 In addition, one wonders whether a symbolic interpretation does justice to the very concrete and historical language of our text. 4 A heavenly location is also problematic, because the evident threat that the nations pose for (part of) the temple is difficult to envisage if the temple is in heaven. Furthermore, the passages that precede and follow Rev 11.1-2 take place on earth and there is no indication of a change of scenery. 5 It therefore seems probable that the temple of Revelation 11 is located on earth. The present paper will demonstrate that our textual unit can indeed be cogently interpreted from this vantage point. It should be noted at this point that the argument that Rev 11.1-2 cannot refer to the destruction of the earthly temple and city in 70 ce because these did not exist anymore by then (assuming that John wrote around 95 ce) 6 is short-sighted. The . 6 This is probably still the majority view. For the present argument to work Rev 11.1-2 must have been written either after the destruction of the temple or at some time before it, at which point the author was convinced that the temple would be destroyed. Regardless of debates surrounding its authenticity and provenance, this paper will treat Rev 11:1-2 in its current position in the Apocalypse. For the suggestion that Jerusalem as one wipes a dish, wiping it and turning it upside down'. In 2 Sam 8.2 measuring has a positive outcome for some, but a negative one for others: ' [David] measured them [LXX: diemev trhsen auj tou;, MT: μddmyw] with a cord; he measured two lengths of cord for those who were to be put to death, and one length for those who were to be spared'.
A verb can of course have several different meanings, only one of which is intended in the context, but in the case of 'measuring', the alleged meanings ('protection' and 'destruction') are not just different, they are virtually opposite. It is therefore ill-advised to argue that measuring sometimes means 'protection' and at other times 'destruction'. Measuring in itself is not negative or positive, but more likely refers to the reality that precedes the positive or negative result. 9 Measuring resembles a judicial process, which in itself is not positive or negative, yet always has a positive (acquittal and/or vindication) or a negative outcome (condemnation). The similarity between measurement and judgment is confirmed by the parallel use of both concepts in Matt 7.2: ej n w| / ga; r kriv mati kriv nete kriqhv sesqe, kai; ej n w| / mev trw/ metreite metrhqhv setai uJ miǹ ('for with the judg-438 matthijs den dulk ment that you judge you will be judged, and with the measure that you measure you will be measured'). 10 This expression is also found in early Rabbinic literature 11 and there are many more passages within that literary corpus that use 'measuring' in a judicial sense. 12 If we take the evidence of the Hebrew Bible, NT and Rabbinic literature together we find that 'measuring' fairly often has a judicial connotation. 13 In keeping with this, I suggest that under certain circumstances 'measuring' signifies that what is measured falls under one's judgment, that is, that it belongs to one's jurisdiction.
When applied to Rev 11.1-2 it becomes apparent that it cannot be concluded on basis of the use of the verb 'measuring' that the measured part of the temple area will be protected while the unmeasured part will be destroyed. Rather, the command to measure the temple seems to signify that God wants it to be marked as belonging to his jurisdiction. The part that is not measured does not belong to his jurisdiction, but 'has been given to the Gentiles' (ej dov qh toi` e[ qnesin). The difference between the measured and the unmeasured part is therefore not that the former is protected whereas the latter is not, but that the former belongs to God's jurisdiction and the latter (for now) to the Gentiles. The opposition in Rev 11.1-2 is not between preservation and destruction, but between the jurisdiction of God and the jurisdiction of the Gentiles. 14 If this is correct, it follows that we must look elsewhere to learn what the result of the measurement will be. It will not do to say: it is measured, therefore it will be saved. The context will have to elucidate what the outcome of the measurement will be. The present author contends that there are a number of indications in the context that together suggest that the fate of the measured part (the temple) will be destruction. These indications will be explored in the following sections.
The Preceding Verses (Rev 10.10-11)
The verses immediately preceding Rev 11.1-2 relate how John takes a scroll out of the hand of an angel and eats it (10.10-11). The scroll is 'sweet as honey' in his mouth but 'made bitter' in his stomach. This echoes the commission of Ezekiel (Ezek 2.8-3.8), 15 who received a similar scroll which, when put in the mouth, was 'sweet as honey'. The content of Ezekiel's scroll, however, was anything but sweet: 'written on it were words of lamentation and mourning and woe' (Ezek 2.10). These words most likely account for John's wording 'made bitter'. 16 So the eating is sweet, but the content of the prophecies that both men have to bring is bitter. 17 Following their commissions, both Ezekiel and John start their (renewed) prophetic service by performing a symbolic action; Ezekiel has to portray the siege of Jerusalem (Ezek 4.1-3) and John has to measure the temple. The parallelism between the commissions of both men suggests that the actions with which they commence their services are also of similar significance. 18 Taken together, the content and background of the verses that precede Rev 11.1-2 give little cause to expect that what follows will be a happy tiding of protection for the temple. The reverse is more likely.
The Measuring Instrument
The measuring instrument that the Seer receives is described as a kav lamoõ { moio~ rJ av bdw/ . The qualification o{ moio~ rJ av bdw ('like a staff') has been somewhat overlooked. Heinrich Kraft is among the few to notice that a rJ av bdo~is normally not used to measure, but to exercise authority. 19 In the other three verses in the book of Revelation that feature the word rJ av bdo~ (Rev 2.27; 12.5; 19.15) it functions much like a weapon. In these verses, however, the rJ av bdo~is an iron one, which is not the case in Rev 11.1-2. It would therefore be unwise to associate our text completely with the violent texts that speak explicitly of an iron rJ av bdo~. John describes the instrument with which the temple is to be measured in terms that are associated with the exercise of authority and violence, things that in any scenario have little to do with a normal way of measuring. 20
The Concluding Sentence (Rev 11.2b)
The concluding sentence of the textual unit is th; n pov lin th; n aJ giv an pathvsousin mhǹa~ tesserav konta kai; duv o ('they [the Gentiles] will trample the holy city for forty-two months'). This sentence is unintelligible if the first part of the text is construed to mean that the temple will be preserved. If the holy city is trampled, that includes the temple. The text does not state that the rest of the city will be trampled, but simply that the city (without exception) will be trampled. Moreover, the city at issue is the 'holy city'. What makes the 'holy city' holy is precisely the presence of the temple. 21 It is hard to see how this sentence could be otherwise construed than with the implication that the whole city, with as its central element the temple, will be trampled.
The impression that Rev 11.1-2 has to do with a military threat to the entire city of Jerusalem is confirmed by a number of texts that strongly resemble the sentence with which we are presently concerned. The most pertinent of these is Luke 21.24: kai; ΔIerousalh; m e[ stai patoumev nh uJ po; ej qnwǹ, a[ cri ou| plhrwqwsin kairoi; ej qnwǹ. 22 Here, as elsewhere, there is no indication that an exception will be made for the temple; the temple is part of the holy city that will be trampled. A differentiation between the fate of the temple and the fate of the city (and, a forteriori, an opposition between both) would be unique in our literature. 23 24 It is therefore difficult to understand the statement 'the holy city will be destroyed' in a way that excludes the temple. As a whole, the preceding verses about the 'bitter message' (1.1), the weaponlike measuring instrument of John (1.2) and the concluding sentence about the whole city being trampled (1.3) suggest that we should expect not a message of hope and protection for the temple in Rev 11.1-2, but one of destruction and condemnation.
II. Leave It Out!
This section will explore the meaning and function of the somewhat unusual phrase e[ kbale e[ xwqen in Rev 11.2. This is an issue of some importance in the present connection, because it is sometimes argued that e[ kbale e[ xwqen in fact means 'reject', with the implication that John uses it to convey that the unmeasured part will be 'rejected' whereas the measured part will be saved. The great majority of translations and commentators, however, renders e[ kbale e[ xwqen by 'leave it out' (or the like), in the sense of 'leave it out of measurement', and hence treats it as a parallel expression to mh; auj th; n metrhv shÛ. 25 It will be argued in this section that this interpretation is correct and, more specifically, that John had good reason to adopt this awkward sentence. First, two alternative explanations of e[ kbale e[ xwqen will be reviewed.
André Feuillet contended that e[ kbale e[ xwqen was adopted to indicate that the passage was not to be understood literally, 26 because in similar phrases in the 442 matthijs den dulk served in contrast to the city, it must be borne in mind that the one text we have to support this belief comes from a writer who is notoriously unreliable in his reports on the Zealots and on the question of who is to blame for the destruction of the temple (let alone the combination of both It is a contention of this article that the reason why John did not use an expression that would leave no room for ambiguity or, alternatively, simply omitted the two words, lies in the structure of the text. Andrea Spatafora detected such a structure, a revised version of which is presented here: 33 ej dov qh moi kav lamo~ o{ moio~ rJ av bdw/ , lev gwn: e[ geire kai; mev trhson to; n nao; n (. . .) kai; th; n auj lh; n th; n e[ xwqen tou` naou` e[ kbale e[ xwqen kai; mh; auj th; n metrhv shÛ, o{ ti ej dov qh toi` e[ qnesin kai; th; n pov lin (. . .) pathv sousin.
It is clear from this structure that John repeats certain words in a deliberate sequence and that one of these words is e[ xwqen. It seems probable that John chose e[ kbale e[ xwqen instead of a less awkward expression in order to preserve and strengthen the structure of the text. Since he wished to use e[ xwqen again, he chose ej kbav llw over other less ambiguous verbs (e.g. aj foriv zw) that would not go well with e[ xwqen. In this way John retained the structure of the text while conveying to his audience that the court had to be excluded from measurement. This is the least complicated explanation of the presence of e[ kbale e[ xwqen. To account for John's use of e[ kbale e[ xwqen we need not introduce a new element (excluded people) into the text, nor suppose that John made an obscure translation of a passage from Daniel. John used e[ kbale e[ xwqen so he could express exclusion from measuring while retaining the structure of the text. The traditional translation ('leave it out' or the like) is therefore to be preferred.
III. The Temple, the Altar and the Worshipers
Thus far, we have seen that the temple, the altar and the worshipers are marked as belonging to God's jurisdiction and that the outer court must not be measured, because it has been given to the Gentiles. 34 It is now in order to ask 444 matthijs den dulk what 'the court outside the temple' (th; n auj lh; n th; n e[ xwqen tou` naou) refers to: the outermost part of the temple precincts, the area Gentiles were allowed to enter. 37 The fact that the Gentiles play such a major role in the context seems to confirm this identification. Indeed, the very reason for the exclusion of the court from measurement is that it belongs to the Gentiles.
It is more difficult to ascertain the precise significance of to; qusiasthv rion. Some have argued that to; qusiasthv rion without further qualification always refers to the altar of burnt offering, 38 but others insist that the altar of incense
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Dalrymple suggests. Accordingly, it seems more natural to read kaiv 1 as a normal copulative, but there are few arguments for either position. Marko Jauhiainen proposes the following translation: 'Come and measure the temple of God, but (kaiv 1 ) the altar and (kaiv 2 ) those who worship there [ej n auj tw/ ], that is (kaiv 3 ), the court outside the temple, do not measure, leave that out' ('Measuring the Sanctuary', 520). Here also, there are few conclusive arguments, but Jauhiainen's understanding of ej n auj tw/ in particular seems not very likely. Jauhiainen takes ej n auj tw/ to refer to the altar and not to the temple. That this is correct is by no means clear; while M. Hall ('The Hook Interlocking Structure of Revelation', NovT 44 [2002] 278-96, esp. 291-2) argues that ej n auj tw/ is an instrumental dative referring to the measuring stick, Bauckham (The Climax of Prophecy, 269) is probably correct when he says that ej n auj tw/ 'most naturally means "in the sanctuary" '. His earlier decision forces Jauhiainen to translate ej n auj tw/ with 'there' instead of the expected 'in it'. For additional criticism of Jauhiainen's proposal, see Siew, War, 101-2 n. 58. ', 522. 42 Rev 7.3; 9.4; 13.6; 14.13; 17.5; 22.4 intended to convey to John's audience that the initiative for the temple's destruction was God's and that therefore, there can be no talk of a victory of the Gentiles over the God of Israel. Even though the Gentiles trample the holy city they can do so only for a limited period of time and only because they were given the warrant to do so by God himself.
